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The result was announced—yeas 52, 

nays 44, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 59 Leg.] 

YEAS—52 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Faircloth 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Pressler 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Simpson 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NAYS—44 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Heflin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nunn 
Pell 
Reid 
Robb 
Sarbanes 
Simon 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—4 

Exon 
Mack 

Pryor 
Rockefeller 

The conference report was agreed to. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the con-
ference report was agreed to, and I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the majority leader, Senator 
DOLE, I ask unanimous consent that 
there now be a period for the trans-
action of morning business with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 5 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

COMMUNICATIONS DECENCY ACT 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I would 
like to make reference to this, and will 
ask for this to be printed in the 
RECORD. I notice with great interest a 
full-page ad in the New York Times of 
March 26, 1996, and the startling infor-
mation here in dark type is ‘‘Does Sex 
Turn You off?’’ Then it goes on to say— 
this is published by Penthouse—enti-
tled ‘‘The Facts of Life.’’ 

It says: 
It is a touchy subject. But an important 

one. Especially if you’re a marketer who 
wants to reach men. If you’ve never experi-
enced the satisfaction of advertising in Pent-
house, there are some facts you should know. 
Facts that help explain why Penthouse is a 
savvy business decision, and why it performs 
as well as it does. For starters, Penthouse’s 
efficiency far surpasses Playboy, GQ, Sports 
Illustrated and Esquire. We also reach a 
higher concentration of 25 to 49 year old 
men. And at newsstands, where a full pur-
chase price helps gauge a magazine’s true 
value to readers, Penthouse’s sales are rou-
tinely on top. 

What’s more, study after study has found 
that the more involved readers are with a 
magazine’s editorial, the more they’re in-
volved with its advertising. And no maga-
zine’s readers are more involved than Pent-
house’s. The appeal and leadership of Pent-
house extends beyond print, however. On site 
on the Internet —http:// 
www.penthousemag.com—attracts over 
80,000 people daily—(not hits, people.) This 
not only makes Penthouse one of the Inter-
net’s most popular sites, it enables us to 
guarantee advertisers an audience of 2.4 mil-
lion people every month. This proposition is 
encouraging more and more marketers to 
take advantage of both Penthouse Magazine 
and Penthouse Internet. If you’re an adver-
tiser who wants the special stimulation 
Penthouse offers, contact Ms. Audrey Ar-
nold, Publisher, at 212–702–6000. 

And it says down here: 
Penthouse, The Facts Of life. 

Mr. President, when Congress consid-
ered the Communications Decency Act, 
commonly called the CDA, as part of 
the telecommunications bill, oppo-
nents of the Communications Decency 
Act raised all kinds of concerns that 
passage of the Communications De-
cency Act would restrict free speech of 
adults and end the commercial viabil-
ity of the Internet. 

Let me repeat that last part again: 
And end the commercial viability of 
the Internet. 

The Washington Post in this regard 
printed an editorial that the Exon 
Communications Decency Act would 
interfere with the matter of making 
money on the Internet. 

I have only cited the article that ap-
peared in a full-page ad in the New 
York Times and intend to make these 
remarks tonight to thank the Pent-
house magazine for printing that full- 
page ad, which is their right—pretty 
expensive but it is their right, and ob-
viously they are a pretty good free en-
terprise, money-making concern. But I 
think it points out more than anything 
else how all of the opponents to the 
Communications Decency Act are way 
off base. 

The recent full-page ad in the New 
York Times both refutes and makes 
meaningless the claims of the elimi-
nation of free speech of adults and the 
end of commercial viability on the 
Internet. Penthouse Magazine, which 
until enactment of the Communica-
tions Decency Act, offered free adult 
fare to Internet users of any age, was 
one of the first purveyors of sexual ma-
terial to take steps to comply with the 
new law. That law is clearly working 

and has already been instituted to cre-
ate a great success story. 

Before our law was introduced and 
before it was passed, there was thun-
derous silence, thunderous silence, Mr. 
President, from both the industry and 
those loud voices that are now ham-
mering away at the Communications 
Decency Act. 

Published reports have indicated that 
Penthouse and Hustler Internet sites, 
referencing great numbers in the word-
ing from the ad that I just read, and 
maybe some others now require, after 
passage of the act, a card to access 
these offerings. 

Like it or not, Mr. President, this is 
the type of electronic pornography 
that is legal and constitutionally pro-
tected for adults. If their actions are as 
reported of requiring a credit card be-
fore you can access this particular part 
of the Internet that is widely, widely 
used according to Penthouse, if they 
have indeed instituted the procedure of 
having a credit card, then Penthouse 
and Hustler and their like appear to be 
in compliance with the new law, and I 
applaud them for that. 

Adult material remains available 
then to adults but children are not pro-
vided pornography. This is precisely 
what the Communications Decency Act 
was designed to do, and it is working. 
The fully anticipated court challenge 
that is now underway apparently is not 
aware of this fact or it would be a de-
fense on its face to some of the con-
stitutional challenges that are being 
made. 

The fear that keeping pornography 
away from children on the Internet 
would destroy this great medium and 
all of those charges that have been 
made are erroneous, they are un-
founded, and it is nonsense. 

During the year the Communications 
Decency Act was fully debated, Inter-
net use doubled, and Internet growth 
has continued since the passage of the 
bill. Already, AT&T, MCI, and several 
local telephone companies have an-
nounced plans to offer easy Internet 
access and the Internet is coming to 
help other media as well and will come 
as I understand it to cable and satellite 
television. 

Penthouse boasts, as I have just read, 
that it attracts over 80,000 people daily 
to its Internet site and an audience of 
2.4 million each month. The ad’s enthu-
siasm for the Internet is in keeping 
with the Communications Decency 
Act. We know that great system called 
the Internet that provides information 
and help to a lot of people is not only 
important but I simply say that the 
scare tactics that continue to be used 
by the Communications Decency Act’s 
opponents are not well founded. It is 
not censorship, the word opponents of 
the Communications Decency Act 
throw around at will, to responsibly 
protect our children from pornography 
and, I might add, pedophiles. 

The Communications Decency Act 
was fully debated, extensively nego-
tiated and carefully designed to strike 
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